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Continuation off 11. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Upon consideration of the Applicant's argument 
the Examiner notes that the claim language does not explicitly call for a "separate pusher to drive a "cutter;" moreover the last office ' 
action indicates that it would have been an obvious design choice to provide a separate pusher and cutter to fulfill the same purpose 
taught by Barsch of moving the marker for deployment. Moreover, further in the support of a design choice, it is noted that the Applicant's 
disclosure has failed to show that a plunger that comprises a pusher and a separate cutter provides an advantage over the prior art 
plungers. Furthermore, it is believed that nowhere in the claim is there a recitation of a cutter that cuts a marker; in fact, this new argument 
may constitute new matter The claim language simply recites a plunger that has two parts, a pusher and a cutter, the pusher contacts the 
cutter to move the marker for deployment. No other limitations in the claims suggest that the cutter cuts through anything as such it is 
herein construed simply as another portion of the plunger that helps in the process of moving the marker for deployment 
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